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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 8-10, 13, 14, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lallemand in view of Tiitola '269. Note Lallemand's foam core and 
mesh fiber layers 1 , 2, and 3 which are then impregnated and covered with a 
thermoplastic resin. 

Lallemand discloses the claimed device with the exception of the particularly 
claimed foam and thermoplastic and arguably the outer sheet being devoid of fibers. 
However, with regard to the particularly claimed materials the examiner took official 
notice that the foams and thermoplastics claimed by applicant are commonly known and 
such is now admitted prior art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to have chosen which ever of these was desired to obtain a particular strength, 
weight, or flexibility characteristic in the blade in view of Tiitola '269. 

With regard to the fiberless outer sheets, Tiitola '269 discloses that it is known in 
the art to use wood, plastic, or fiber sheets as the outermost sheet material on hockey 
blades. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used such 
on Lallemand's blade as well for the reasons espoused by Tiitola '269. The exact 
hardness of the sheets would obviously have been up to the ordinarily skilled artisan 
depending on the strength desired in the protective outer sheets. As to the type of 
plastic used in the sheets the examiner took official notice that the thermoplastics 
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claimed by applicant are commonly known and such is now admitted prior art. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have chosen which ever of these 
was desired to obtain a particular strength, weight, or flexibility characteristic in the 
blade. 

Claims 1-6, 8-10, 13-16, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McGrath in view of Tiitola '269. Note McGrath's Fig. 14 embodiment 
and the discussion of the various materials that may be used therein discussed on 
pages 15-37. McGrath discloses multiple layers which may be woven and may contain 
the fiber angles claimed. Thermoplastic material may be used as the resin. 

McGrath discloses the claimed device with the arguable exception of the outer 
sheet being devoid of fibers. However, with regard to the fiberless outer sheets, Tiitola 
'269 discloses that it is known in the art to use wood, plastic, or fiber sheets as the 
outermost sheet material on hockey blades. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have used such on McGrath's blade as well for the reasons 
espoused by Tiitola '269. The exact hardness of the sheets would obviously have been 
up to the ordinarily skilled artisan depending on the strength desired in the protective 
outer sheets. As to the type of plastic used in the sheets the examiner took official 
notice that the thermoplastics claimed by applicant are commonly known and such is 
now admitted prior art. Moreover, this is the type of plastic that McGrath uses in the 
other parts of his blade. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have chosen which ever of these was desired to obtain a particular strength, weight, or 
flexibility characteristic in the blade. 
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Claims 17, 33, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the art as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Battis for 
the reasons set forth in the previous office actions application of Battis regarding the 
indicia. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Mark S. 
Graham at telephone number 571-272-4410. 

MSG /Mark S. Graham/ 

1 0/7/08 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 371 1 



